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1. Oxir Concern . Frcm the day of President Kennedy's assassination en, 
there has ceen specnlation about the yesponsibility for his Euxder. Althongh ^ 
this vas sterraed for a tiñe by the Warren Conaission report (which appeared at 
the end of Septenber 19^^)» various vriters have now had tiñe to sean the 
Cocnission's published report and docunents for new pretexts for questioning, 
and there has been a nev vave of books and articles criticizing the Cocnission's 
findings. In nost cases the critics have speculated as to the existence of soné 
kind of conspiracy, and often'they have inplied that the Connission itself vas 

■ involved. Presnnably as a result of the increasing challenge to the Warren 
Connission’s Report, a pnblic opinión poli recently indicated that 46^ of the 
Anerican public did not think that Osvald acted alone, while core than half of 
those polled thought that the Connission had left some questions unresolved. 
Douotless polis abroad vould shov siailar, or possibly nore adverse, resulta. 

2. This trend of opinión is a aatter of concern to the U.S. govemnent, 

including our organization. The nenbers of the Warren Coanission vere na.turally 
chosen for their integrity, experience, and proninence. They representad beth 
najor parties, and they and their staff vere deliberately dravn fron all sections 
of the country. Just because of the standing of the Conaissioners, efforts to ' .• 
icpugn their rectitude and wisdon tend to cast doubt on the whole leadership of 
American society. Moreo\'er, there seems to be an increasing tendeney to hf.nt 
that President Johnson himself, as the one person vho cight be said to have 
benefited, vas in some vay responsible for the assassination. Innuendo of . 
such seriousness affeets not only the individual concerned, but also the vhole 
reputation of the American government. Our organization itself is directly 
involved: among other faets, ve contributed information to the investigaticn. 
Conspirac:/ theories have frequently throvn suspicion on our organization, for 
example by falsely alleging that Lee Harvey Osvald vorked for us. The aim of 
this^dispatch is to provide material for countering and discrediting the claims 
of the ccnsoiracy theorists, so as to inhibit the circulation of such claims.„in.' 
other CQuntries. Background information is supplied. in a classified section and 
in a number of unclassified attachments. • ■ 

3. Action. We do not recoemend that discussion of the assassination cues¬ 
tión be initiated vhere it is not already taking place. Vfhere discussion is 

V.— are requested: 

^ If' ntm: ■ 


ACTíCh't • í^Hr¿Rc.sCt3 

j: ^ ^ 

PSYCH 




nAn-n^/tí . rrf e p'z 


1. OvLT Concern. 




cíím: 


* —■ ■' -' .. ^ .. ' ■ I 

í “-Z *■ U i* J V/ i — 

I /.. - O t ¿ i / \ » X * • i • A 


9 attachrxents h/w 



DATE 


BD 5 SU 7 


CmSSiFiCATlO.i 


u/1/67 


KQS File mumbea 

DESTROY WKEIÍ líO LOJCER 
líEEDED 


r 

CIA HISTORICAL REVIEW PROGRAM 
RELEASE IN FULL1998 










DISPATCH 


’U >n4 ¡ 


a. To discuss the publicit_. probler. vith liaison and frier. .y elite contacts 
(especially politicians and editors), pointing out that tne w'arrtin Cori.T.ission 
made as thorough au invsstlgation as hun.anly possible, that the charges of the 
critics are vithout serious foundation, and that further specul-.tive discussion 
on3y plays into the hands of the opposition. Point out also ta. t pares cf the ' 

__ conspiracy talk appear to be deliberately generated by Coranunisu propagandista. 
Urge then to use their influence to discourage unfounded and irresponsible 
speculatioii. 

« * « m 

b. To employ propaganda assets to answer and refute the attacks of the 
critics. Book reviews and feature artioles are particularly appropriate for 

• this purpose. The unclassified attaclunents to this guidance should provide 
o * I*. ^ M i. XH CJL w 2 X* iaJ. fer passage to assets. Our play should. point out, 

as applicable, that the critics are (i) we’ded to theories adopted before the 
evidence vas in, (ii) politically interested, (ili) financially interested, (iv) 
hasty and inaccurate in their research, or (v) infatuated with their own theories. 
In the course of discussions of the whcle phenomenon of criticisn, a useful 
strategy raay be to single out Epstein's theory for attack, using the attached 
Fletcher Knebsl article and Spectator piece for background. (Although Mark 
Lane's book is lauch less convincing than Epstein's and coaes off badly where 
contestad by knowledgeable critics, it is also nuch more difficult to answer 
as a whole, as one becoaes lost in a morass of unrelated details.) 

i». In prívate or media discussion not.directed at any particular writer, or 
n attacking publications vhich may be yet fortheoming^ the following arguments 
hoTild be useful: ' 

I 

• ^ 

a. No signiflcant nev evidence has emerged vhich the Commission did not 
consider. The assassination is sometimes compared (e.g., by Joachin Joesten 
and Bertrand Russell) vith the Dreyfus case; hovever, unlike that case, the 
attacks on the Warren Commission have produced no nev evidence, no nev culprits 
have baen convincingly identified, and there is no agreement among the critics. 

(a better parallel, though an impsrfect one, might be vith the Reichstag fire 

of 1933, vhich some con^etent historians (Frite Tobias, A.J.P. Taylor, D.C. Watt) 
now believe vas set by Van der Lubbe on his ovn'initiative, vithout acting for 
either Nazis or Communists; the Nazis tried to pin the blame on the Communists, 
but the latter have been much more successful in convincing the vorld that the 
Nazis vere to blame.) 

^ • • 

b. Critics Tisually overvalue particular Ítems and ignore others. They tend 
to place more emphasis on the recolléctions of individusil eyevítnesses (vhich 

. are less reliable and more divergent — and henee offer more hand-holds for 
''criticisa) and less on ballistic, autopsy, and photographic evidence. A cióse 
examination of the Commission’s records vill usually shov that the conflicting 
eyewitness accounts are quoted out of context, or vere discarded by the Coamis- 
sion for good and sufficient reason. 


c. Conspiracy on the large scale often suggested vould be impossible to con- 
ceal in the United States, esp. since informants could expect to receive large 
royalties, etc. Note that Robert Kennedy, Attorney General at the time and ^ 

■John F. Kennedy* s brother, voxild be the last man to overlook or conceal any y 
conspiracy. And as one revievar pointed out, Congressman C-erald R. Ford vould/\ 
hardly have held his tongue for the sake of the Democratic administration, ana 
Senator Russell vould ha-v^ had every political interest in exposing any misdeeds 
on the part of Chief Justice Warren. A conspirator moreover vould hardly choose 
a location for a shooting vhere so much depended on conditions beyend his con¬ 
trol; the route, the speed of the cars, the moving target, the risk that the 
assassin voiíld be discovered. A group of vealthy conspirators could have 
arraeged much more secure conditions. • 

d. Critics ha-'/e often been enticed by a form of intellectual pride: they 
light on soné theory and fall in love vith it; they álso scoff at the Commis¬ 
sion because it did not alvays ansver every question vith a fíat decisión one 
vay or the other. Actually, the make-up of the Commission and its staff vas 
an excellent safeguard‘agalnst over-comitment to any one theory, or against 
the illicit tf?’'3^fornation, of proba^lities into ^(^^^ainties, 

^ 4. ‘ » w ► 
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e* Osvald vould not have been any sensible personas cholee for a co- 
conspirator. Ke vas a ^^loner,*^ niixed-up, of questicnable reliability 
and an \inknoTO quantity to any professional intelligence Service. 

f. As to charges that the Corirdssicn's report vas a rush Job, it emerged 
three raonths after the deadline originally set. But to the degree that 
the Copniission tried to speed up its reporting, this vas largely due to 
the pressure of irresponsible speculation already appearing, in soné cases 
Corning from the same critics vho, refusing to adnit their errors, are nov 
putting out nev criticisms. 

. b 

* 

g. Such vague accusations as that "nore than ten people have died nysteri' 
ously” can always be explained in soné core natural vay: e.g. , the indi¬ 
viduáis coacerr.ed have for the nost part died of natural causes; the Con- 
cission staff questioned 4l8 wltnesses (the FBI intervieved far core 
people, conducting 25,000 interviews and reinterviews), and in such a 
large group, a certain nunber of deaths are to be expected. (vaien Penn 
Jones, one of the originators of the "ten nysterious deaths" line, ao- 
peared on televisión, it energed that tvo of the deaths on his list vere 
from^heart attacks, one fron cáncer, onq vas froa a head-on collision on 

a bridge, and one oceurred vhen a driver drifted Into a bridge abutment.) 

5 . Where possible, counter speculation by encouraging reference to’the 
Comiaission’s Report itself. Open-cinded foreign readers should'still be 
Inpressed by the care, thoroughness, objectivity and speed with vhich the Coa— 
nission vorked. Revievers of other bocks aight be encouraged to add to their 
eccount the idea that, checking back with the Report itself, they found it far 
suoerior to the vork of its critics. 
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Background Survey of Books Co nc i.ng 
the Assassination of President Kennedy 


1* (Except where otherwise indicated, the factual data, given. in 
paragraphs 1-9 is vmclassified.) Soras of the authors of recent books on 
the assassination of President Kennedy (é.g-, Joachim Joesten, Osvaid ; 

As s as sin or Fall Guy ; Kark. Lame, P.ush to Judaent ; Leo Sauvage, The Osvald 
Affair; An Exanination of the Ccntradictions and Onissions of the Warren 
Renort) had nubliclv asserted that a ccnsniracv sxisüed bsfore the Víarren 

■ I . — ' ■ ■ - — ^— - - - -- -- - — - — I —- ■ 

Comroission finished its investigar ion. Kot surprisingly, they iincediately 
bestirred theaselves to show that they were right smd that the Cocniission 
vas wrong* Thanks to the mountain of material published by the Comiaission, 
some of it conflicting or misleading vhen read out of context, they have 
had little difficulty in uncovering itens to substaintiate their own theories. 
They have also in some cases obtainsd nev and divergent testimony from wit- 
pesses. And they have usually failed to discuss the refutations of their 
early claims in the Coranission's Report, Appendix XII ("Speculations and 
Rxnaors”). This Appendix 'is still a good place to look for material counter- 
ing the theorists. 

« 

2. Some writers appeer to have heen predisposed to criticism hy anti- v/ 
American» far- left ^ or Cocim^anist sTOoathies. - The British "Who Killed 
Kennedy Committee" ineludes some of the most persistent and vocal English 
critics of the United States, t.g-, Michael Foot, Xingsley Martin, Kenneth 
Tynsn, and Bertrand Russell. Joachim Joesten has bseh publicly revealed 

as a onetine member of the Germán Communist Party (KPD); a Gestapo docimient 
of 8 Kovember 1937 among the Germán Foreign Ministry files microfilmed in 
England and now returnsd to West Germán custody shows that his party book 
vas nunbered 532315 and dated 12 May 1932. (The origináis of these files 
are now available at the West Germán Foreign Ministry in Bonn; the copy in 
the U.S. National Archives may be .found tnder the reference T-120, Serial 
U918, frames E25ólt82-^. The British Public Records Office should also have 
a copy.) Joesten*s American publisher. Cari Marzani, vas once sentenced to 
Jail by a federal jury for concealing his Communist Party (CPÜSA) membership 
in order to hold a governnent job. Available Information indicates that 
liark Lañe was elected Vine Chairman of the New York Council to Abolish the 
House Ün-American Activities Committee on 28 May 1983; he also attended the 
Bth Congress of the International Association of Democratic Lawyers (an Inter¬ 
national Communist front organización) In Budapest fron 31 Harch to 5 April 
198h, where he expounded his (pre-Report) views on the Kennedy assassination. 

In his acknowledgments in his book. Lañe expresses special thanks to Ralph 
Behoenman of London "who participated in and supported the work"; Schoenman 
is of course the expatriate American vho has been influencing the aged 
Bertrand Russell in recent years. (See also para. 10 below on Communist 
efforts to replay speculation on the assassination.) 

3. Another factor has been the fínancial revard obtainable for sen- 
sational books. Mark Lane’s Rush to Judaent , published on 13 August 1966, 
had sold 85,000 copies by early Noveaber and the publishers had printed 
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lUO, 000 copies, by that date, in anticipation of sales to come. Tlie 
*1 January 19o7 York Times 3ook P.eviev reportad the book as at the 

top of the General canegory of the beso sellen lisn, having been in top 
position 'for seven weeks and on the list fon 17 veeks. Lañe has re- 
portedly appeared on about 175 televisión and radio programs, and has 
also given numerous public lectures, all of which serves for advertise- 
nent. He has aJ.so put together a TV film, and is peddling it te Euronsan 
telecasters; the BBC has purchased rights for a record $^5>000. VJhile 
neither Abraham Zapruder non Hillian Manchester should be classed with 
the critics of the Comaission ve are discussing here, snns paid for the 
Zapruder film of the assassination ($25,000) and for nagazine rights to 
Manchester's Beath of a President ($669,000) indícate the money available 
for material related to the assassination. Soae nevspapermen (e.g., Sylvan. ^ 
Fox, The Unansvered Questions About President Kennedy's Assassination; Leo 
Sauvage, The Osvald Affair ) nave published accounts. cashing in on their 
Journalistic expertise. ' 

4. Aside from politicad. and financial motives, some people have ap- 
parently published accounts simnlv because the^r vere burnir.g to give the j 
vorld their theory , e.g., Harold Weisberg, in his Vúiitevash II , Penn Jones, 

Jr., in Forgive My Grief , and Georga C. Thomson in The Quest for Truth . V' 

¥eisberg's book vas first published privately, though it is nov finally 
attaining the dignity of commercial publxcation. Jones' volume vas pub¬ 
lished by the small-tovn Texas nevspaper of vhich he is the editor, and 
Thonson's booklet by his-own engineering firm. The impact of these books 
vill probably be relatively slight, since their vriters vill appear to 
readers to be hysterical or paranoid. 


5. A common technique anong many of the-vriters is to raise as many ' 
questions as -possible , vhile not bothering to vork out all the consequsnees- 
Herbert Mitga.ng has vritten a parody of this approach (his questions actually 
refer to Lincoln' s assassination) in "A líew Inquiry is Heeded," Nev York 
Times Magazine , 25 Becember 19'ó6. Mark Lañe in particular (who representa 
himself as Osvald's lavyer) adopts the classic defense attomey's ap-oroach 
of throwing in unrelated details so as to create in the jury's mind a sum 
of "reasonable doubt." His tendeney to vander off into minor details led 
one observar to comment that vhereas a good trial lawyer should have a sure 
instinct for the Jugular vein, Lane's instinct vas for the capillaries. His 
tactics and also his nerve vere typif'ied on the occasion vhen, after getting 
the Commission to pay his travel expenses back from England, he recounted to 
that body a sensational (and incredible) story of a Ruby plot, vhile refus- 
ing to ñame his source. Chief Justice Warren told Lañe, ”V7e ha"e every 

reason to doubt the truthfulness of vhat you have heretofore told us" by 

the standards of legal etiquette, a very stiff rebuke for an attorney. 


6 . It should be recognized, hovever, that another kind of criticism 
has recently emerged, represente! by Edvard Jay Epsteih's Inguest . Epstein 
adopts a scholarly tone, and to the casual reader, he presenta vhat appears 
to be a more coherent, reasoned case than the -vriters describe! above. 
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Epstein has causad people like Richard Rovere and Lord Devlin, previously 
tachers of the Conurássion*s Report, to changa their ninds. The New York 
Times ' daily bDok reviever has said that Epstein's work is a "watershed 
"book" vhich has nade it respectahle to doubt the Conaission's findings. 

This respectability effect-has been enhanced by Life caga2ine*s 25 Noven- 
ber 19^^ issua, which contains an assertion that there is a ”reasonable 
doubt," as well as a republication of frames fren the Zapruder film (ovned 
"by Life ), and an interview vith Governor Connally, vho repeats his belief 
that he was not struck by the sane bullet that stmck President Kennedy. 
(Connally does not, however, agree that there should be another investiga-- 
tion.) Epstein himself has published a new article in the Decenber 1966 
issue of Esquire , in which he explains away objections to his book. A 
copy of an early critique of Epstein’s views by Fletcher Knebel, published 
in Look , 12 July 19^6, and an vinclassified, unpfficial anadysis (by 
"Spectator") are attached to this dispatch, dealing with specific ques— 
tions raised by Epstein. 

7. Here it should he pointed out that Epstein's conpetence ia research 
has been greatly exaggsrated. Some illustrations are given in the Fletcher 
Knebel article. As a further specinen, Epstein’s book refers (pp. 93- 5) to 
a cropped-down picture of a heavy-set man taken in México City, saying that 
the Central Intelligence Agency gave it to the Federal Burean of Investiga- 
tion on l8 November 1963, eind that the- Burean'in tum foivarded it to its 
Dallas office. Actually, affidavits in the published Varren material (vol. 

XI, pp. U68-70) show that CIA turned the picture over to the FBI oa 22 lío- 
vember 1963. (As a matter of interest, Mark Lane’s P>ush to Judgment claims 
that the photo was furnished by CIA on the morning of 22 November; (begin 
SECRET) the fact is that the FBI flew the photio directly fron México City, 
to Dallas immediately after Oswald’s arrest, before Oswald's picture had 
been published, on the chance it night be Oswald. The reason the photo was 
cropped was that the background revealed the place where it was taken.) An¬ 
other exanple: where Epstein reports (p. hl) -that a Secret Service inter¬ 
view report was even withheld from the National Archives, this is uatrue: 

an Archives staff member told one of oxir officers that Epstein carne there 
and asked for the memorándum. He was told that it was there, but vas classi- 
fied. Indeed, the Archives then notified the Secret Service that there had 
been a request for the docment, and the Secret Service declassified it. But 
by that time, Epstein (whose preface gives the impression of prolongad archi- 
val research) had chosen to finish his searches in the Archives, which had 
only lasted two days, and had left town. Yet Epstein charges that the Com¬ 
íais s ion vas over-hasty in its work. (End SECRET) 

" * 

8 . Aside from such failures in research, Epstein and other inteilectual 
critics show sjnaptoms of some of the love of theorizing and lack of cem mon 
sense and exuerience displayed by Richard H. Popkin, the auuhor of The Secend 
Oswald . Because Oswald vas reportad to have been seen in different places at 
the same time, a phenomenon not surprising in a sensationaúL case where thou- 
sands of real or alleged witnesses were intervieved, Popkin, a professor of 
philosophy, theorizes that there actually were two Oswalds. At this point, 
theorizing becomes sort of logico-mathematical game, an exercise in permutation 

\ . - ■ 




3 


and conbinations; as Conmission attorney Arlen Specter renarked, "V/hy not 
make it three Oswalds? Víhy stop at tvo?'' Kevertheless, aside frota his 
book, Popkin has been able to publish a suaaaary of his vievs in The líev 
York Reviev of Books , and there has been replay in the French líouvel 
Observateur , in Moscou's Nev Times , and in Baku’s Vyshka . Popkin nakes 
a sensational accusation indirectly, saying that "Western European 
critics" see Ker-nedy's assassination as part of a subtle conspiracy at- 
tributable to "perhaps even (in ruaors I have heard) Kennedy’s successor.” 


One Barbara Garson has made the same point in another way by her parody 
of Shakespeare's "Macbeth" entitled "MacBird," with what is obviously 
President Kennedy (Ken 0 Dunc) in the role of Duncan, and President 
Johnson (MacBird) in the role of liacbeth. Miss Garson makes no effort 
to prove her point; she nerely insinuates it. Probably the indirect form 
of accusation is due to fear of a libel suit. 


9* Other books are yet to appear. Willian Manchester’s not-yet- 
published The Death of a President is at this vriting being purged of 
material personally objectionable to Mrs. Kennedy. There are hopeful 
signs: Jacob Cohén is vriting a book vhich vill appear in 1967 under the 
title E onest Verdict , defending the Comaission report, and one of the Com- 
mission attorneys, Wesley J. Liebeler, is also reportedly VTiting a book, 
setting forth both sides. But further criticism vill no doubt appear; as 
the Washington Post has pointed out editorially, the recent death of Jack 
Rüby vill probably lead to speculation that he vas "silenced" by a con¬ 
spiracy. 


10. The likelihood of further criticism is enhanced by the circum- 
stance that Cocmunist nronagandists seem recently to'have stenned un their 
ovn camoaign to discredit the karren Commission. As already noted, Moscov's 
Nev Times reprinted parts of an article by Richard Popkin (21 and’28 Sep- 
tember 1966 issues), and it also gave the Sviss edition of Joesten's latest 
vork an extended, laudatory reviev in its n^lmbe^ for 26 October. Izvestiya 
has also publicized Joesten’s book in articles of 18 and 21 OctoberT (in" 
viev of this publicity and the Communist background of Joesten and his 
American publisher, together vith Joesten’s insistence on pinning the blame 
on such favorite Communist targets as H. L. Hunt, the FBI and CIA, there 
seems reason to suspect that Joesten's book and its exploitation are part 
of a planned Soviet propaganda operation.) Tass, reporting on 5 Wovember 
on the deposit of autopsy photographs in the Kational Archives, said that 
the refusal to give vide public acoess to them, the disappearance of a 
■ number of documents, and the mysterious death of more than 10 people, all 
make many Americans believe Kennedy vas killed as the result of a con¬ 
spiracy. The radio transmitters of Prague and Warsav used the anniversary 
of the assassination to attack the Warren report. The Bulgarian press con— 
ducted a campaign on the subject in the second half of October; a Greek 
Communist nevspaper, Avgi\ placed the blame on CIA on 20 ílovember. Signi- 
ficantly, the start of this stepped-up campaign coincided vith a Soviet 
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demand that the U.S. Eiubassy in Moscov stop distributing the Russian- 
language edition of the barren report; Nevsveek ccz:siented (12 Sscteniber) 
that the Soviets apparently ’'did not vant mere facts to get in their 
vay.” (SECRET: A curious aftermath vas that a knovn Soviet intelligence 
officer in a Far Eastern countrj'’ called a U.S. diploaat six times dnring 
the veek of 20 IToveaber, including after vorking hours, in an effort to 
obtain a copy of the Russian-language edition. It is not olear vhether 
he vanted it for propaganda vork, or to satisfy his own curiosity as to 
what really happened. End SECRET.) 
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The Theories of Mr. Ensteía 

-hy Spectator 


A recent critic of the Warren Commission Report, Edvard Jay Epstein, 
has attracted videspread attention hy contesting the Reportas conclusión 
that, ^'although it is not necessary to any essential findings of the Coni- 
laission," President Kennedy and Governor Connally vere probably hit succes- 
sively by the same bullet, the second of three shots fired. In his book,. 
Inouest » Epstein maintains (l) that if the tvo men were not hit by the 
same bullet, there nust have been tvo assassins, and (2) that thére is 
evidence vhich strongly suggests that the tvo men vere not hit by the same 
bullet. He suggests that the Commission’s conclusions must be vieved as 
"expressions of political truth/*- implying that they are not in fact true, 
but are only a sort of Pablum for the public. 


Epstein argunent that the tvo men must either have been shot by one 
bullet or by tvo assassins rests on a comparison of the ninimim time re- 
quired to opérate the bolt on Lee Harvey Osvaldos rifle — 2.3 seconds — 
vith the timing of the shots as deduced from a movie of the shooting taken 
by an amateur photcgrapher, Abraham Zapruder. The frames of the movie serve 
to time the events in the shooting. .The film (along vith a slov-motion re- 
enactmsnt of the shooting nade on 2h May 19^4 on the basis of the film and 
other pictures and evidence) tends to shov that the President vas probably 
not shot before frame 207 V vhen he carne out from beneath tne cover of an 
oak tree-, and that the Governor vas hit not later than frame 240. If this 
is correct, then the tvo men vould not have been hit longer than 1.8 sec- • 
onds apart, since Zapruder ^s film vas taken at a speed of l8.3 frames per . 
second. Since Osvaldos rifle could not have fired a second shot-vithin. 

1.8 seconds, Epstein concludes that the victims must have been shot by 
sepárate veapons — and henee presumably by sepárate assassins — unless 
they vere hit by the same bullet. 

Epstein then argües that there is evidence vhich contradiets the pos- 
sihility of a shooting hy a single bullet. In his book he refers to Fed¬ 
eral Bureau of Investigation reports sterming froa. FBI men present at the 
Bethesda autopsy on President Kennedy, according to vhich there vas a 
vound in the back vith no point of exit; this means that the bullet vhich 
entered Kennedy’s back could not later have hit Connally. This infomation, 
Epstein notes, flatly contradiets the official autopsy report accepted by 
the Coomission, according to vhich the bullet presumably entered Kennedy*s 
body Just belov the neck and exited through thé throat. Epstein also pub- 
lishes photographs of the backs of Kennedy's shirt and coat, shoving bullet 
holes about six inches belov the top of the collar, as vell as a rough 
sketch made at the time of the autopsy; these pictures suggest that the 
entrance vound in the back vas too lov to be linked to an exit vound in 
the throat. In his book, Epstein says that if the FBI statements are cor— 
rect — and he indicates his belief that they are — then the "autopsy find- 
ings must have been changed after January 13 [January 13, 1964: the date of 
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the last FBI report stating that the bullet penetrated Kennedy's back 
for less than a finger-length.]." In short, he iaplies that the Coamis- 
sioa varped aad even forged evidence so as to conceal the fact of a 
conspiracy. 

Following the appearance of Epstein's Incuest , it vas pointed out 
that on the norning (lloveaber 23rd) after the Bethesda autopsy attended 
by FBI and Secret Service nen, the autopsy dbctors leamed that a neck 
vound, obliterated by an eniergency traCheostony performed in Dallas, had 
been seen by the Dallas doctors. (The tracheostomy had been part.of the 
effort to save Kennedy*s life.) The FBI nen vho had only attended the 
autopsy on the evening of Novenber 22 naturally did not know about this 
infomation fron Dallas, which led the autopsy doctors to change their 
conclusions, finally signed by them on Novenber 2U. Also, the Treasury 
Department (which runs the Secret Service) repori;ed that the autopsy re¬ 
port vas only forwarded by the Secret Service to the FBI on Decenber 23, 

1963 . But in a recent article in Esquine , Epstein notes that the final 
FBI report vas still issued after the Secret Service had sent the FBI the 
official autopsy, and he clains that the explanation that the FBI vas un- 
infomed "begs the question of how a wo\md below the shoulder becane a 
vound in the back of the neck." He presses for nakíng the autopsy picturés 
available, a step which the late President's brother has so far steadfastly 
resisted on grounds of taste, though they have been nade available to quali- 

fied official investigators. 

_ • 

Let US consider Epstein's argunents in the light of infomation now 
available: > 

i 

é ' f 

1. Epstein’s lízesis thai if the President and the Govemav were not hit 
th3 same buZtetj there must have heen two assassins: 

a. Feeling in the Connission was that the two nen were probably hit 
by’ the sane btillet; however, soné menbers evidently felt that the evi¬ 
dence was not conclusive enough to exelude conpletely the Governor's 
belief that he and the President were hit separately. After all, 
Connally was one of the nost importauit living witnesses. While not 
likely, it was -possible that President Kennedy could have been hit 
more than 2.3 seconds bej-ore Connally. As Arlen Specter, a Connis- 
sion attorney and a principal adherent of the "one-bullet theory," 
says, the Zapruder film is tvo-dinensional and one cannot say exactly 
when Connally, let alone the President, was hit. The film does not 
show the President during a crucial period (frota about fr.ames 20U to 
225 ) when a sign blocked the view from Zapruder's camera, and befóre 
that the figures are distant and rather indistinct. (When Life irtaga- 
zine'first published fraraes frota the Zapruder film in its special 
1963 Assassination Issue, it believed that the picturés showed Kennedy 
first hit Jh frames before Governor Connally vas struck.) The "earli- 
est possible time" used by Epstein is based on the belief that, for an 
interval before that time, the view' of the car frota the Eook Depository 
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vindov vas probably blocked by the i'oliage of an oak tree Cfroni 
frane l66 to frane 207, vith a brief glimpse through th' leaves 
at frame l86). In the words of the Commissicn’s Repcrt, ^*it is 
tinlikely that the assassin vould deliberately have shot at [Presi— 
dent Kennedy] vith a viev obstructed by the oak tree when he vas 
about to have a olear opportunity”: unlikely ^ but not inpossible. 
Since Epstein is fond of logical teminology, it might be pointed 
out that he made an illicit transition fron probability to certainty 
in at least one of his prenises. 

* 

b. Although Governor Cónnally believed that he and the President 
vere hit separately, he did not testify that he saw the President 
hit before he vas hit hiasslf; he testified that he heaird a first 
shot and started to turn to see what had happened. His testinony 
(as the Conmission’s report says) can therefore he reconciled vith 
the supposition that the first shot missed and the second shot hit 
both nsn. However,the Comnission did not pretend that the two nen 
could not possihly have heen hit separately. 

c. The Comíaission also concluded that all the shots vere fired 
from the sixth floor vindov of the Depository. The location of 
the voimds is one najor basis for this conclusión, In the room 
behind the Depository vindov, Osvaldos rifle and three cartridge 
cases vere found, and all of the cartridge cases vere identified 
by experts as. havlng.been fired by that rifle; no other veapon or 
cartridge cases vere found, and the consensus of the vitnesses 
froG the plaza vas that there vere three shots. If there vere 
other assassins, vhat happened to their veapons and cartridge 
cases? Hov did they escape? Epstein points out that one vonan, 

a Mrs* Walther, not an expert on veapons, thought she sav tvo men, 
one vith a machine gun, in the vindov, and that one other vitness 
thought he sav someone else on the sixth floor; this does not sound 
very convincing, especially vhen conrpared vith photographs and other 
vitnesses vho saw nothing of the kind. 

d. The very fact that the Comniission did not absolutely rule out 
the possibility that the victims vere shot separately shows that 
its conclusions vere not determined by a preconceived theory. 

Nov, Epstein*s thesis is not just his own discovery; he relates 
that one of the Commissian lavyers volunteered to him: "To say 
that they vere hit by separata ballets is synonjnzous vith saying 
that there vere tvo assassins." This thesis vas evidently consid- 
ered by the Coizmission. If the thesis vere conpletely valid, and 
if the Commissioners ~ as Epstein charges — had only been Ínter- 
ested in finding "political truth,” then the Coramission should have • 
flatly adopted the "one-bullet theory," completely rejecting any pos 
sibility that the cien vere hit separately. But while Epstein and 
others have a veakness for theorizing, the seven experienced lavyers 
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on the Coniiuission vere not comitted ’beforehand to finding either 
a conspiracy or the ahseace of one, and they visely rsfused to 
erect a vhole logical structure on the slender foundation of a 
fev dehatahle pieces of evidence. 

2. Epstein^s thesis that either the FBI^s reporte (that the bullet 
entering the Presidentas hack did not exit) vere vrong^ or the officiat 
autopsy report vas faisified. 


a. Epstein prefers tp believe that the FBI reports are accurate 
(otherwise, he says, ”doubt is cast on the accuracy of the FBI’s 
entire investigation") and that the official autopsy report vas 
falsified. Nov, as noted above, it has energed since Inquest vas 
vritten that the FBI vitnesses to the autopsy did not knov about 
the information of a throat vound, obtained froai Dallas, and that 
the doctors’ autopsy report vas not forvarded to the FBI until 
Decenber 23, 1963• True, this date preceded the date of the FBI^s 
Supplenental ReportJanuary 13, 196U, and that Suppleraental Report 
did not refer to the doctors* report, folloving instead the versión 
of the earlier FBI reports. But on Novenber 25, 1966, FBI Director 
J*- Edgar Hoover explained that vhen the FBI subnitted its January 13 
report, it knev that the Comnission had the doctoras report, and 
therefore did not nention it. In other vords, the FBI reports vere 
esséntially reports of FBI information. This seems natural; the.FBI 
knev that the’ Coi^nission vould veigh its evidence together vith that 
of other agencies, and it vas not incurnbent on the FBI to argüe the 
merits of its ovn versión as opposed to that of the doctors. Wxen 
vriting' reports for outside use, experienced officials are alvays 
cautious about criticizing or even discussing the products of other 
agencies. (if one is skeptical about this explanation, it voiild 
still be nuch easier to believe that the authorís) of the Supple- 
.mental Report had soaehov overlooked or not received the autopsy 
report than to suppose that that report vas falsified nonths after 
the event. Epstein thinks the Connission staff overlooked Mrs. 
Walther*s report mentioned above, yet he does not consider the pos- 
sibility that the doctors’ autopsy report did not actually reach 
the desk of the individuáis vho prepared the SuppleiTiSntal Report 
\intil after they had vritten — perhaps vell before January 13 — 
the draft of page 2 of that report. Such an occurrence vould by 
no means justify a general distrust of the FBI’s ’/ entire investiga- 
tion.”) 


b. With regard to the holes in shirt and coat, their location can 
be readily explained by supposing that the President vas va^ng to 
the crovd, an act vhich vould automatically raise the back of his 
clothing. And in fact, photographs shov that the President vas vav- 
ing just before he vas shot. 

» • 

c. As to the locatidrv óf the hole in the President’s hack or shoulder 
the autopsy filme have recently been placed in the Mational Archives, 
and vere viewed in November 1966 by two of the autopsy doctors, vho 
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stated aftervards that the pictures confirm that the vound vas higb. 
enough for a tullet entering there to exit through the throat. Con- 
• mandar Eoswell, vho drev the rough sketch used by Epstein to show 
that the wound vas several inches dovn the back, stated that his 
sketch had bsen mistaken, or rather inaccurate, in narking the spot 
vhere the bullet enterad; he pointed out, hovever, that the measure- 
ments vritten on the sketch at the time are correct. They place 
the wound l4 centimeters fren the right shoulder joint and lU centi- 
meters below the tip of the right mastoid process —• the medical 
tena for the bony point behind the ear. Thus the location of the 
vound vas easily high enough to penait a bullet entering there to 
exit through the neck. (it is interesting to note that, vhether 
deliberately or not, the reproduction of Cdr. Boswell*s sketch in 
Inouest is too poor for the writing to be readily legible, vhile the 
reporduction acconnanying Epstein's Esouire article has part of the 
vriting lopped off. If ve are charitable, and assume that Epstein 
himself could not read this writing, or could not transíate the medi¬ 
cal termology, then ve must still note that he apparently overlooked 
the plain printed re-ference to the location of the wound contained 
in the Commission's Report (p.88), vhich also translates the medical 
term into layman's language; this should have clarified for him the 

vriting on the sketch.) . 

♦ 

It is vorth considering some of the implications of Epstein’s accüsation: 

a. There vas a cÓnspiracy of two or more persons. Yet despite all 
the evidence found incriminating Oswald, no evidence has besn found 
incriminating any other identifiable person. Oswald would hardly ' 
have been the choice of any careful conspirator. A conspiratorial 
group — especiaily a Texan one — could easily have foTind a safer 
and more reliable way of killing the President. 

b. , • The charge that the autopsy document vas falsified incriminates 
at the least a large number of government officials and independent 
lavyers, as well as the three autopsy doctors. It would presumably 
involve the seven Commission members, who vary in political background 
and Outlook, but share the attribute of having staked their reputations 
on the report. Is it really possible that such an awful secret, shared 
by so many, could be kept? A clerk vho was vitting of such a scandal 
could expect to sell his story for a figure running into at least six 
digits. 

• » 

0 

It eppears that, to put the matter át its lovest, Epstein has ;)umped to a 
conclusión on the basis of incomplete, inadeq^uate research in a rush to 
Judgmsnt. 
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